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tional super-imposition). The self is distinct from the body.
Then to explain the 'dehatma buddhi' (apprehension of the
body as the I or self), we may have to adopt either ^dhya-
tma9 or 'gaunatva\ To take the first alternative. In every
-adhyasa, that which is not cognised or apprehended or app-
rehended is the difference ; and the absence of the appre-
hension of difference must be accepted. Such a ^amsarga-
<3hyasa' is the condition for the non" apprehension of diffe-
rence, In 'aham manusyah' (I am a man) the apprehension
of identity between the two persons is then really mithya.
To this one might say that it is not mithya, but only ^auna*
{metaphorical), ^Padartha pratyaksa9 itself gives cognition
of difference ; and the 's-amanadhikaranya' (being in appo-
:sitiny) of the two terms constitutes only a 'gaunavabhasa
{indirect appearance). Sankara himself would later on
explain how this is not true,

Now the 'gaunavadF raises an objection.

Objection; If the Tin 'aham manusyatr* has no
^samanadhikarana' (similar Icci^s) with the body, then it
would mean that there is a self apart from the body ; for
there is no such 'pratyaya' as the 'F for another who does
not apprehend like that. Even agama (revealed testimony)
and inference are not capable of disproving it since it is a
perceptual experience. Any pramanah has validity only if
it does not contradict the perceptual experience.

But it might be argued that as in the case of the per-
ception of two moons, that which is perceptually cognised
is mithya. As such agama (revealed testimony) and infere-
nce alone have validity and that which is negated is the per-
ceptual condition. Where the perceptual cognition is based